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"We need combat forces in being, ready for

immediate deployment...widely disposed on

strategic airbases, and capable of rapid

concentration anywhere, over sui table airways and

connecting bases."

"Touey" Spaa.tz

General, USAF, 1948 (1

"An overseas basirg structure, supported b-

essential operating rights - such as sta-ging arid

overf1 ight - continues, to be import nit to our

a.bi I ity to carr.r out foreign obI i ge t ion s ar d

support the foreign and se,:ur i t p,. Il ,cie.. C f the

Uni ted States..."

i ,. I i a r P. R =, ger s

Secr.eta r-y of S'-ta.te, 1'71 (2:

These twc quot.at ions, 23 .ea.r.s apart, suggest a

continu ty of poll ic., throughout the period of de,..el :prnent o+

cur over. seeas base struc tur. e The evol u t i or, of the ne t wor-k of

bae- and r i gh ts di d not , h o..e,..er , f+o ,. ot. r, a m s ter pl an
4.-.

Rather , the bas ing structure , as k..jel I as the overfl i ght arid

staging rights associated w i th i t, developed hapha.zardl'y o'er

the year-s as a result of ad hoc decisions, in response tc.

specific eents, requirements and technologi cal developments.

This hold- true equa... for. barracks in Germany', airfields !-

PNoc:r ccco ard Thail. nd, or. nave.l f.ciil itie. in Tapa,. Eent.s

q '



and requirements today suggest a necessity for similar

forward basing of elements of the United States Central

Command (USCENTCOM-,.

Generally, it can be said that all bases, facilities and

military installations overseas serve an important poi-,litical

fur ction. In varying degrees, they comb re presence w i th

reassurance, and n general the-y sho,. the fl ag to fri end and

foe alike. (:.): While this partially explains the US desire

fr fort.a rd basi ng of USCENTCOM forces , the pr im...r > reason

much more pragmatic.

President Jimmy" Carter proclaimed, on 21Janu 1? . I

his St. te c:,f th-e Ur:ion Address, that . . "an attempt b,." ar,,.r

out.--de , 4 rce t, gain control of the Persian Gulf regicAr I ilI

be reasded . ar ass.ult or, the vital interests o-f the

United States. and such an assault vi be repelled L.>" an

means necess.ar,,, i ncluding military force." (4)

Ths statement of Americar fore n Pol icy caused

mil itar planrners to be faced uLith a serious d:1 em,-r,_,. In

order +,:cr th i.s policY to have credibi Ii ty, it had to be

-e.Ar. derr-ns. tr :ted that the Un i ted States had not on IY the

.. but the r t.r, o c ,rr ;t out. At the time of

Pr esi Jer. t C.ar ter s address the Un ted Staftes lacked the

requ s e r! I tAr, capai% 1.iI t.i' to enfor, ce his doctrine. 4het

d d happer, i s thit he set r mr, t or seera! po lit i cal ,

mi l iter , ar,o dipl Iomatic in, t at i ves v' ch, promoted the

de,.el opmert of the Rapid ,epl o'erit Jo irt Task Force (RDJTCF)

the or gar, i zat i oral forerunner to the Uni ted States Len tr a

i-f" - - o ° - . " " " • - , - , - . . ° " ° - ° ,



Command.

March of 1979 might be viewed as the turning point for

the development of American foreign policy in Southwest Asia.

Reacting to the loss of the "strategic prize" of Iran, on 28

February 1979 the National Security Council met and proposed

a new strategic pol icy in this "arc of instabi lity."

The cornerstone of earl y p Iann i r, was the real i zat i or

that, to respond to a crisis in the region, the Un!ted States

had to possess- not on I y ready mi 1 i tar>y forces, prer are eid 

equipped for desert warfare, but, more i mpr tar,,, accesEsT t

% reclnonal mil itary facilities. Ar inescapable f.ct in

c,. tic-. F.2rm r r ,-,r tccn' p t r a t i ons In .Sou th h t As' E_

t "ha t e s vi rta. 1 1

n o ar-ea, of the .. 'orld mor e di sta:t frorm the

Urit i ted Statesii t t t he r'erF.; an Gi1 . . rl Ir

distarce-- fr cm the east coast c,+ the in t ed

States to the G- if exceed 0 0C ' B .

sea. . .d' stances range from 8,500 n?.uti c a. %'

il, '.ia the S',e:z Carl to 12,000 nautica.l

miles via the Cape of Good Hope. .5'

r irt r - f ,ctc, r. in the e,.vol.inc strate-. for .

Sou th u.est As a was the planning to over-come thih :r i t cal

logis-tic-support obstacle. RecogMizirrg the apparent shift ir

regional attitude =  to,...,t.rd-= closer. cooperation with the Lirited

States, the President, ir a National Security Council meetirC4

on 4 December 1979, directed the Penta on to conduct a stud-,

to locate potential sites for m litar, bases or facilitiezs ir %

211t
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the region. While one task force continued to study militar,

force response options, another was making recommendations. or

the question of regional military f acl;ties.

We should note that the timing of this NSC meeting wa.s

not accidental. The sense of urgencx about this project
9.

seems t: have been c..aused b-Y the failure of the Joint Chiefs5

P. of St.*f to provide the President with a viable mi i tar"

response to the takeover of the em-bassy- in Teheran. This 

suggests that rearl y two mon ths before his Sta. .te of the Un-n o

Speech, Carter had decided on a mi i i tar' force option. Thus .

the f r-=.t --tep i n impl ement i ng th i s opt i or, ,.as the

Fe- dent al deci si or to secure bases in Sou-th,.e.-t H- a ..--

O 14 December 197'.P the Secretary of Stezte di re::ted "r. M

S Peg r. Id Ea r t r"11 ot e,! ) , t he + hta Sc- -. ecre t c, + Stat 4cr h

Po1 i t c i, i t ;y Af .i r s and :,ir. ec t or of the So. t h,.,.,e .M t

e-- - cI Task Force, and Pobert J. Mur r-ay, DeP u y

itr.t - r e t r, c-f e + e r -e or e - r. E a s t an d '.j th - .

to go to Eg.-pt, Saudia Arat ia . Omar, Sorma. 1 i a n d Ken.a o

oer, ne, , -. r,. to secure acces t: ., tar.y fec ties fo r

Affer c. F a i r , gr ound, and nav.,al forces. Bar thol, ome.., a a ,..,--.a e
''.?:

tc t -:t ter t e a,greements .,,th the Foreiic-, Mir, isters of

Kenya, Sor .1 i a. .r,d Om ar: cl th e ern aer terms of the

arrargemer, Ut for mi 1 1 tr : E-.: i 1 tie.=  uso ge b, the RDJTF.

V F en,. .r.r me r, t came + irst, fo1 1 o..ed c osely b..

5..

~~~~regot tiat ions._ were une e.pec tedi.. broken, off beczause of LOrr'"

m surder sta.,nd' r.gs : bo u t tte _.t,j s ze c 4  t he Arer i can

I %a'
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facilities to be constructed and the number of Amer ican

persornnel required to build and maintain these facilities.

As an Arab Musl im country bordering on the Gulf, Oman was in

a ver-P. tenuous pos i tion v: th respect to subtle pressures from

Saudi Arabia. It was an extremely difficult choice bet.leen

the requir ement +or secur i t- and fears. that an infiu.. cf

14 e s t e r r m i I i t a r >. a n d c i v i 1 i a r, v, o r k e rs .A1J u I d c a u e i n t e r. r; .1

Sirstabi I i ty ir, the Sul tana-,te

1.1lh 1 e the search and the negot i at i o,-= t,ns ere t a- r i . .g p:

there .,iere a.,re critical discuss.ion; of the str-_tegic

r. 7t ior;al an d t?: relact ie mer t a of the ,- 5

c:our, t s.-. I r; r-etr o.s.r, c t  on~e c,:_r fel nre.te thr.ee. rea.--.:r-_

th 1e ete t cr of thos. coun tr i e. Fi r t t e Scou t h .. est

, T..- ,: e op:l::er at irg urilEr the Nat o:ra n :R ; ,S u r i t:

e,,t h ,.,.hz, rF 0 the St ate Dep i.r.-:meFr t the

Pe-r t :,c r B n ar~ t he C~er. t r .  t r e I i ge r ,: c e " ric> T i j "- .i r, .
P e,,t hc ,r * o t e .: e: to: d;.,., e I ,p r.e. st c r !o,, :a

' :.- mii t-?7, ±aC]1ti--_- irF, ,.:tn...e=_at FsA- ... T s as . re. tr ;

7. - - der t ! u t it w a cr i = -rnari gem r

e-f .:,r t , 'en the terpr, p.r i o c rcr-;z irt . eccrt the

- de . r, ;t .; - .. .. - _, o te atl- ,era -"- i t J<. -

c ,rbit, r t,., c + .of a.'' ri d ground fac i1i tes re a t i e

geogr ar c r.:m i t.> to the Gu fI , and poI I t I 1 a nd

ir, s t*t u t io .l or stabil t .i t h i n the pcter, t i a.1 host nations a,
T h i r ,d: the c ere, t i r; r 4 :tcr l.,h i h nr r o,.ed the aB 1 ternat i yes

to t he e three vas th.t these co urtries had quietly and

t V!ur : , : .c 1 e .:p r e sse d a. guazr de d t..,.i I i rigr -- ,-. e r. t er r,

-I.!

Ii, .... , .', -.'': :: -.,' .,5
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official, concrete proposals. (6)

If we examine these interlocking factors. closely, taking

into consideration the geopolitical realitie_= of the region,.

it would be tendentious to question either the rationale :,r

the merits of these three choices as a package deal. Once 

the Pr-esident m..de the dec I-ions to proceed dur i ng the

Natioar,l. Secur ity Council meetino on 4 December 19,79, the

oni I r. em ir, i r, isasues, were to de term ine the u t imate pr ice

i. : to secure the tac it agreement of the Saudi s not tc

oppose Oman i par t i ci pa.t cr, i r these negot i a t i on s. Lnde' n:,'

th -s Er ert ire pr o ec t was the recogni t on t ha.t the r-e ore 5

,-:,r. t "  t r e. r e.: r ee 1 - s e r, s it i ve a t---,,ut h,., the....&

"coopera t c , .i th the ni ted n te te T. b ti

ott, er ;r.. t: a .r,, f 4 i c. r .. t..te S.. I r add t i c n , t here z. .e

t t in the minds c.f the regc, or,.!l .e ap d Er s  -as. t .h e .

. : . , thc e P.,TF, a. su -,j.c t .. h h w 11 be c1 r4 , e

T ie ! ?. e,- seme nt co ul .c b e the 1 i nchp i r, cf the FC'JTF -

=t . . I p1 anrn te : au s e c O man "s. prc,:::. i , t t, the i '.

I r! turr, +:or 1 -0 r miii ion in air e, t r I , t ar .

h a ' e be e r, r r, ted f ac 1 i t ies in seVeral I c, c.. t or,- t r-e

t A tr,-te. These include the former R" ;e ir brse cir, !. i'

Island h arbo:,r fa. i I i t ies at us t s al._. a, three sm.inai 1

airfields located on the inter ior rr, mi aland,. and a I., ,:,re1

cantcr~mer, t ar ae at See,. " ,Pepcr ted' , r; 1974 Sul ta OZtk- s

offered ; EJr t i tate the E.- I t 1s lease for the islar. Co

las ir..h for 14 rrin I i ir, per -,ea.r , but -zt tr.t t rre Omarn P.1:41

not eer, cr, the fore cr p I c x agerd- + t t

S:

.. .. *W'b ' i s CS V * :::,.%.- s- . *'X~-



Department. In fact, we did not even have a militart attache

stationed there. The Ford Administration appeared to have

adopted the Nixon approach by continuing to depend on the

Shah of Iran to maintain regional security and internal

stab; It ., Hence, the Sul tan"s offer- of Masirah t.was ne'.er

seriously considered, except by the National Secur it., AgeIC..

Five factors were considered in the selectior, of

First, Ken.a was viewed not as a Jumping-off point for- the

for,ard assault echelons of the RDJTF but rather as. a sta=-o;r,-

area for reinf or cemen ts wh i ch wc'u, d a.rr: ,., thin :2--0 days of

the first commi tment of the RDJTF. Second, as . a st. t! e

ec:_,nrr cal I . advanced Third 1or 1d countr y wi th tr a.di t i Cr , .l

t Ie t.: the L est , Ken , a po.s--es. se d m oder-n , e di cal f c i 1 i t ie

ar, d . -l 1 1er t r ecr.e t i cral act t. i es.. Thu £ t c ou I d ser ,..e

boC,-t h as a. ca sual, t>" e,.acuu.t orn and tr ea+tr e t center and a.s a-

rest a.d recireat ,or1 c oat i o r sailorsand Mr n o te.

.-.RJT . T hird. ken -a po-sessed e-xcel lent f iel1d t ra in i nn ;a:r-ea7E
9%

c or,s tr ted t : the RMF atrid the Royal Ma. r i es Thes.e cou 1 d be

us.ed y-a... an embarked Mar i ne Amph i b i cus Er i .de or- per- i odi c

tri rig .-1 eercise s. Four th, ir a more gl oball vie-., k...i th

Sc",., e t i r,.,:1 vmer t t hr c,,u, gh Cub.n s.rurron.a tes or, both ccas ts. 0+

Afr i c a, the miii tar . facilities. in Ke :a. could be vi eie d :as

an e::cel lent conti ngencvY locaz.tion from ..h ch to carry out

comb .t operations in Africa, should that ever be necessa..r .

Final 1.., a sol id record of mil itary cooperation and miI i ta.r.>r

sale es ex i s ted be tt.een the Un i ted State s. an d Ken.a.

The tent,t .e agreerren t wli th Soma.l ia._. 1.5.s quite a

7_-.

... iL '- + P++, m+. L. ,.m ": "+ r" "" ' " " I
+ ' ' ' *
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different story. Although finally signed on 22 August 1980,

it ran into unforeseen and heated opposition in Congress.

Without digressing into Somalia's shift of allegiance from

the Soviets to the United States or into the complexities of

the bitter border dispute between Ethiopia and Somalia over

the Ogaden region, we should note that a number of

Congressmen, led by Representative Charles D. Long (D-

Maryland), Chairman of the House Appropriations Subcommittee

on Foreign Operations, refused to approve any mil itary aid

for Somal ia until all Somali troops had been wi thdrawn from

the 0f.den During the last week i ir August, Richard Moose,

Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs, testified

before the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on ofrice that

the Uni ted States had been assured both oral 1::" ard it, r ri t :rl

tha.t Some : regular forces .vere not in the Ogaden and t.ou1 d

not be in troduced there. Never.theless, the Chairman of th:.

subcomm t tee, Stephen J. Solarz (D-Net., York), expres-sed

opposit ior to the Somali pact, stating that it could embr o

the United States in an Afr lcar w.r. In an attempt to alla,,

these fears, Abdullah Ahmed Addou, the Somal i Mini ster of

Finance and a member of the Sormal i negotiatirQ team, -tated

on 5 September 1980 that "'AIC have no des ire, intenticIr, or.

interest to drag the United States into a local

confl ict. . al 1 regular forces h.,e been thdrawn or are

being withdr awn from the Ogaden." ( e

,Notwi thstan di ng these assurance=, the Ethiopian Chief of

State, Mengistu Hai le Mar ea, sent a personal mes--.ge to



leaders of 36 countries and dispatched special envoys to 34

nations, including the United States, to mount a concerted

protest against American "interference" in the Horn of

Africa. His special envoy to the Western Hemisphere nations,

Major Dawtit Wolde-Giorgis, charged in a press conference on

23 September 1980 that the American agreement with Somalia

was an act of pro.,ocation that could ignite another- war it,

the Horn of Africa because the RDJTF could be used agairst

Mar--nst Ethiopia to protect the Russian-built port o;

Berbera, located on y 117 miles from the border w: t' ,

Eth iopi.a. Major Dawi t concluded b. den-ing that the So iet 

had ba.es or fac I it e.z_ iride Ethiopia, cl aimirig that ",.e

don t w.an t to be trapped into this East-..es.t busiress and

I ose our i rdependence

Ar crr i. .al Eth ilop i a vw.as not the or, ly Afr i can country' to

voice con cer, over the Somal i agreemen t . Kenyri, led bx

President Daniel Ara.p Moi , w:s. also in a long-standing border

dispute ,,,ith Som..1 ia ard feared American arms would tip the

ba I..rce in f.a.,v r of the Somal is. Kasa.nga. Ma-l1we , cha.irmai:._n of

the Kenvan Par 1 i amen t's Defense Forein Relations Committee,

5 d that he was "alarmed bY the continued sale of a.rm- to

Somel I a because of Somali irreder:ti st c aims to Kenya. ard

Dibouti ."

In both case= these objections appear to be somewhat

disingenuous. Ethiopia is by any measure in the Soviet camgi,

with thousands of Cuban combat troops and Souiet advisers

statsoned there. At the same time, manr incorrectl>, thought

.€ **



Somalia was winning the Ogaden border war long before

American arms became an issue. To the south, Kenya had

little room to be critical of Somalia since it was agreeing

to essentially the same arms aid package as Somalia.

Irtertwined with this search for facilities usage

agreements in Southwest Asia was the underlying conflict

bet.veen the apparent necessity to reach agreements

expeditiously and the requirement to maintain a patient,

measured approach which would take into account the pol itical

sensitivities of the regional countries to agreements wiAth

what mar,- regard as an imperial ist, colonial superpower. Or e

example should illustrate this problem. One of the Pentagon

studies conducted on potential Om=ar, i facilities was forvarded

to the Chairm.a-n of the Joint Chiefs for appro ,i.z. . This studs.

recommended th-_t the U.S. Armr Corps= of Engineers dispatch at

engireer battal ion and a. large nurrber of civil ian contract

suppor t personnel to Oman wi thin thirty days c; the =.igr. r,

of an agreement. This unit would begin an irtensveC-

c-orE -truc tion prcsir-am to develop a div isaion-sized can tonmen t

at Seeb, just ouside of the Capital, Muscat. Major projects

+for th, i s cantonment in cl uded putt i rig i n streets and pr i nc ipal

access roads, laying water, sewer, and underground util ities,

and building concrete slabs for the prefabricated modular

barracks and headquarters buildings.

Bartholomew and Ransom, Acting Director of Near East rd

South Asian Affairs in the Office of the Assistant Secretary

of Defense for, International Security Affairs, wer-e ab e to

S 10
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convince the senior officers on the Joint Chiefs of Staff

that such a plan was precipitate and counterproductive. In

contrast, the approach which Bartholomew, Ransom, and Murray

propounded was to arrive at agreements through a series of

tacit understandings in return for various quid Pro quos.

For example, a basic agreement for access to a port facilit>

would be made in return for sale of an advanced weapons

system. This weapons system would nec.-sitate the added

presence of a significant number of American support N

personnel , technicians, trainers, and administra tcr. in the

host nat ior. Once the host nation became accustomed to th:

presence, modest expansion could take place, perhaps

concurrent1y', with additional weapons purchases. in return for

e-.arded facil ities usage agreements.

The case of Saudi Arabia offer-s a particularly;', vivid

example of this method. The loan of AWACS to Saudi Arab i

follo.in, the outbreak of the Yemen crisis in March of 1.75'

and SQ ir, a.fter the beginning of the Iran-Iraq war in

Sep tember of 1980 did more than simpl' demons trate rene. .'ed

U.S. support for Saudi Arabia. As part of the AWACS loan,

the Saudis agreed to allo. us to modernize two major Saudi.

air facilities, a project which required the presence of

*, sever.l hundred additional American construction workers on

an extended "temporary" basis in the Kingdom. At the same

time, AWACS aircraft support crews, maintenance personnel,

and management and administrative experts were required to

keep these aircraft in the air., At no time ha-e the Saud is s,

lot,.i 11



set a specific ceiling on the number of American civilian or

military personnel.

Pentagon and State Department officials have conceded

that the United States has been able to station a large

contingent of Air Force personnel in Saudi Arabia or, a

rotating, temporary duty basis since that time. In additionq

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has an open-ended contract

to modernize or construct new facilities for the Saudi Arm.'

and the National Guard. This project includes strengthening

and lengthening runways at four air force bases arid

construction of new barracks for Saudi soldiers. The

significant point here is that these facilities appear to be

far in excess of what the Saudi mil itary would ever use in

the future. This suggests that these facilities might one

d a., be used by USCENTCOM.

This v.r.riation to the Bar thol omew-Ransom approach has

come to be knovn as the "over-build" technique. ,esp i te

media claims to the contrary, there is no evidence of an;.,

written a reemeri ts between the United States and Saudi Arabia

about Amer icar military bases or, the Arabian Peninsula.

Indeed, it is. difficult to envision the Saudis signi ng such

an agreement--eyer. This does not preclude tacit or "off the

record." urderstandings which have allowed American policy

makers. and mail itary planners to proceed this far. The

construction and military assistance programs in Saudi Arabia.

are not only ongoing, but the favorable resolution of the

AWJACS issue could have a direct impact on the future S

12



capability of USCENTCOM to intervene in the Gulf region. The

prepositioning of selected military equipment, specifically

medical supplies and ammunition for tank and anti-tank

weapons systems and for fighter and attack aircraft, may be

one of our future rewards for AIACS. Thi s prepositior, irig

would be a ,ital step in Iogsistic-suppor. t planning for

USCENTCON.

In addi t ion to Somal i a, Ken ta, and Oman, two other

nat ions hs,.e offered fac i 1 1 ties and locations for

prepos--=ition rng of PDJTF equipment. Ar Israel i offer, ir,

September of 1981 to store prepos ;tior ed at:ck - appeared t:_

ha,..:e merit, but it had to be discounted -ecause ar, Israeli-

Arer.ican agreement cr RDJTF support v*Aou.dl be .',ie,.ed U.o -

gr..,a.e sius{ icior b .. Ar at1, leaders. For thi a reasori Io.,th

Secretar.'. of State Alexander Hai, an :De-e : * rer -

Ca s . i.eI rberger at temp ted to dow nip 1a. the Is rael i

offer . I I0) Air i:.r forces based in Israel co-!ld riot te

c al1 e d ir, .a P er.a.r, Gulf nat ion t,- a ci _.--t ir puttir clo'.,r a

de-tab 1 i i, insurQeric , or to hold vi t&-' oi 1 f ield -. Su ch

a.n ac-t or: c-0i d guarari tee rather than prevert the doi..n-fal

of the lecitirrate ruler, a rd "would create a o.,.e Of Arabic

Islamic reulior . . .which would be disastrous. to Armer ican

interests in the Middle East and the Gulf." (11)

On the other hand, while Sadat was unwil ing to sigr, a

formal agreement, during February of 1979 he offered

Secretary of Defense Harold Bro,.in the use of the

expeditionary camp of Ras B.ras/Berer, ce or the Red Sea.

e. 4r 0" If W W ', ".1 I -
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This facility could be of particular importance because of

its potential as a forward staging area for the 82nd Airborne

Division, a vital element of the RDTTF, and as a refueling

and rearming base for strategic aircraft suppor.ting ground

troops or. interdicting Soviet armcored' columns. Cororess-

allocated $IS7 million reprogrammed F scal Year 1.1 funds

for con.s.truction at Ra- Banas. The Fiscal Yfear- 1922 budget

initiall.i allocated near l> $106 mn 1ilion for lengtherning

ruri..as,.. , building stor.age facilities for- prepositioned

suppcr t equipment: and constructirig platfor-ms +cr troop

tert_ . Ho,.,e'er , the Sena.te cut this amount to $70 m; 1 i cr,

and the House dr-op ped i t en tire]I from the budget. 1ore c-,er 

conr-tr. uct ior funded i n 1981 wa. not begur, ecausE Congres

re+u-ed -to releas.e the funds, urt il a ...r. i tter agr.eermer:.

g r,ed.: !i th E :;"pt. K.12'

PR..s Bar;.as. i s riot or I --:, one of the two most i tal p aces t

(for the R,.JTF' I n the regi or , lu t ms t pr. o'bab y ,ou 1 d ha.,e

beer tre i te selected fo r. the forLwar-d commrriBr;d poC-s.t -4cr t h e

REI, j'; !:omrm rd rder-. Pas Banas is part icularl:,.. attracti ..e for

three other reasons. Fir. s t , i t i s. near the most I ike I y

1c catio, ns for the c ornm i tmer, t of the PDJTF--Saud i Ar ab i a. and

I rar, . Second, it is so far. from any i nhabi ted area that ther- e

is little danger. of hostile local reaction to the presence of

Amer ican tr oops on Egypt Ian soil. Third, it is outside

tac ti cal aircraft r. ange of any hostile countr: y in the reg ion,

,. Syr i a

Amer i car access to ..any of these mi I i ta r f ac i I tie.-.s i .n
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crisis would always depend on the acquiescence of the

regional leaders. However, we do possess constant access to

the Indian Ocean atoll of Diego Garcia.

For a number of years Diego Garcia, part of what is ri

called the British Indian Ocean Territory, remained a base to

which Na..y personnel were exiled. Even durinig the Vietnar

er-a it played a very small. role in American defense plannIn..

Not until after. the Indo-Pak istan War of 1971 did the

Pentagon begin to realize the !ignificance of Diego Garcia..

To a large degree we w.ere forced into positive action.

Fol l owI ncg the contingenc:. depl1omen t of a carr ier. strike

force and an embarked Mar ine Amphibious Lini t to tfe Ind xn..

-t Ocea,r during the Indo-Pakistar crisis, Pentagor planners

d isco.k.ered !,'e could rot sustain ramval forces in that regi onal.

f o ; am:. lencith of time. Moreoer, thc Scviets p__ssessed n.r:

e,. le s"tr ing of port faci i ties on both sides. of the

n dr d: an.n Oc ear.

In 1 7 , the Pentagor proposed a. modest upgrading of thi

si:- 1 atol I tco include extending its one r. u . or , S ,! C0

to 12,000 feet to handle P-3 antisubmarine aircraft and C-141

caroo jets. In addition, the anchorage would be expanded and

ammunit ion and fuel depots would be constructed. The same

countries which had granted the Soviet Navy facilities in

Aden, Berbera and Yishakhapatnam sounded the international

distress signal over this rather modest proposal, while

simultaneously call ing for the Irdian Ocean to be declared a

Zone of Peace. Originally a Russian ini tiative, it appeared

15



to be designed to prevent an upgrading of American naval

capability in the area; meanwhile the Russians would be

allowed to continue to maintain their "peaceful" maritime

presence in the region.

Despite international protests, Congressional opposition

and President Carter's brief flirtation with the Zone of

Peace proposal, the expansion o facilities on Diego Garcia

became a major factor in the evolution of our Southwest Asia.

strategy. The deployment of carrier task forces to the

Arabian Sea in response to the Yemen Crisis in March of 179

reemphasized the need for expanded naval suppor t fac i 1 i ties

in the Indian Ocean. The Fiscal Year 1981 budget approved

over $300 million for naval and aviation constructior

pr',c gr-as , reflecting deepening concern in Concgre . s about this

critical deficiency. The Fiscal Year 1982 budget submitted

b", Carter requested $169 million for Diego Garcia, while

Reagar, requested an additional t39 million for RDJTF-re iated

corstruct ion on the atol 1.

The strategic value of Diego Garcia has been part of the

foregoing narrative because of its importance in the overal.l

search for facil i ties for USCENTCOM in South'..est Asia.

Although over 2,000 miles from the Strait of Hormuz, Diego

Garc i a i s a secure, dependabl e base for USCENTCOM and for- the-

Navy's de facto Indian Ocean fleet, providing a home for the

maritime prepositioning ships.

This analysis of the search for. military facilities

confirms that there was a coordinated effort at the highest

16 
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levels, apparently led by the Pentagon and the National

Security Council, to match military requirements with

geopolitical realities in Southwest Asia. When it became

evident that we had no capabil i ty to project and sustain

ground and naval forces into a hostile environment in the

Persian Gulf, a number of interdependent diplomatic and

military planning initiatives were undertaken. This. would

refute the claim that the Carter Doctine was simply a knee-

jerk reaction; rather it appears to have been the

evolutionary product of an interdepartmental planning

process. (13)

But what has been the product of all these cilplomatic

and mil itary planning efforts? At best it can only be

characterized as a mixed bag. In Oman the U.S. secured

constructor: appropriations beginni ring in 1981 for runt,_.,

cor struction and facilities to upgrade or, M :irah Is=l and.

Add t onal I ., fac I li ties were built and upgraded st Seeb and
.4 Thumr a t. These programs represent the most successful L.*S.

effort at providing force projection facilities custom-suited

to LISCENT"-*OM requirements. As a practical matter, it should

also be nioted that when these facilities were completed, they C:

were occupied by Omani il 1i tar> forces. The result is that

when "Bright Star" and other exercises are conducted, U.S.

mi 1 i tay must continual 1 y renegotia te for. their use.

No faci1 i ties have been bui it custom-suited for

USCENTCOM use at either. Kenya or Somalia. The tenuous

I political situation in Somalia has beer, the major obstacle in

1?I
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trying to secure congressional funding for any type of

facilities upgrade. USCENTCOM has, however, tested

arrangements for facilities use by conducting joint exercises

on Somali soil. Limitations of existing facilities,

considered spartan, particularly for U.S. Army, and U.S. Air

Force usage, have beer proven through these exercises.

Facilities have been also sparsely utilized in Kenya. Though

much better. than Somal i a, the" distances from the Persian Gulf

make them le.s desirable for heavy U.S. investment in

facilities upgrade. Existence of arr an gemen ts with Kenya

remain valuable mostly for. contingency purpos-es pre,.iouslv

descr i bed.

The facilities arrangements in Egypt are another stor.y.

President Anwar Sadat formallI> authorized the use by-, U.S.

m iit..ry forces of the facil ities at Ras Banas in a tersely

worded letter sent in August 1981. Plans to expand and
upgrade the facil ities were immediately began. Naval

fa.cil ities built but never used by the Soviet Union, in 15,70-

I.71 an.nd ex tens i ve hardened c om and and cotrl Ifs: i Ite s

$6. made upgrade plans relatively easy and cost effective.

The a ssa-Bi nation o,:f Sadat cr 6 C ctober 1:c'i ab o r te..i

these pl aris however. The ne., governmet of Pr-esi dent Hosr, i

Mubar-ak flat refused to formal ly encdor-se Sadat"s earl 1er

agreement. Pri,.vately t'lubarak agreed to abide with the

promise of use of PaS Baras wi th upgrade to be done

discreetly and with an absolute min imum of U.S. military and

contractor presence. U.S. negotiators, at the insisterc Cot
.'.

$
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the U.S. Congress, continued to strive for a more forreal

agreement that became more and more tied to U.S. military and

ecnomic aid to Egypt. This U.S. argument proved unsucces:fu!

in that the heavy level of U.S. military' and economic aid

were a condi t i on of the Camp Da,. i d Pe.ce Accords and

unrelated to U.S. desires for base r ights at Rss Baras or

elsewhere in Egypt. In the FY1'.?82 arid FY19S:-: mil ii tar>

construction appropriations package, funds were reluctantl.

authorized by Congress. The bills contained lariguage that

required the modernization and upgr.de to, be accompl ished b.

U.S. construction companies supervised bt-. U.S. go,.errrieri t

personnel To accomp ish this, a. requirement existed to

ascer. ta .n the status i n Egypt of a 1 1 these Ame- i can ent i es 

TIhe E vp tia r.= again ba I V.e d at i.,h-, t the,- co r-ider-ed .a bi-k

door U.S. attempt to formal ize the presence o+ .. U.S-. ba er.

Egl-p t Negotiations ground on arid the resu llt ham- beer rio
acgreemernt and no U.S. upgrade of facil ties at a Bana.

Pol I ti cal events directly involving the United States in

the Persian Gulf have been relatiively dormant fr.om 1983 to

the present. Soviet involvement in Afghani stan has shown no

evidence of spill irg outside the borders tow. ards the Persiar,

Gulf. The regional struggle between Iran and Iraq occupies

the attention of the governments of the region and finally,

an ample ,.orld oil supply accompanied by tremendous downw-rd

price pressure has caused a 1 easen i ng of western interest in

the Gulf region. The problem is that except for the

facilities built i n Oman and the periodic miii tar- exe-ci.ses

'_,.'.
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with friendly regional governments, the U.S. position with

regards to forward basing has not materially changed since

President Carter's 1980 State of the Union Address.

The dream of one day forward-locating elements of

USCENTCOM ir or near the Persian Gulf has not come to

frui t ion. This awaits the occurrence of some event that

materially and sign ificar tl> serves the ta. in terests of

the Uni ted States and one or- more of the states in the

r. e g or; *

A strong argument can be made that ncot or1', is this riot

a bad situation, but preferable to the potentiall

de.-tabil izing effects of phxsical l:, statiorir,, U.S. o rce' in

the regor; during the current status quo. Six years hakle

p --ssed s.i nce the So, i e t i nvas ior, of AfghaEn st .n ,, i th no

s ft ir,-c; of t he US,"L/USSR. al ance i r, the r eg i or; The LI. S. i s

not a ply..,-er in the Iran-Iraq con l ict and the Ar.a.b-Is .r-a.el

Pal e t i qi quest i or, i s in t he dip 1 omra.t i c ar. er, a. Amer i car,

e'f,,or t s to t Ip the di p1 omat i c sc..I es w i th the U.S. Ma r i ne r!

Letror t = an abject lessor, it, the improper. use of force

pr-oject ion.

The - i.-V of m.i nta ni inq the status quo arra.nger, ent i

the r eg; or, iS that the Uni ted State.:s is unable tc prepos i t on

war stock.s i n the regi on except for- smal 1 amounts ir Saudi

A Arabi a. Ag in, a strong case could be made that a potent ial

Soviet threat in, the r egion would be telegraphed suff icient' -e

ir, advance that would first galva.nize regi onal support for

U.IS mi 1 i t -tr presence at prec i se Iy the spo t ther, e i t i s
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needed. Secondly, war. stocks ir the corf iguration needed

could be assembled and brought to the region w.. ith a speed

dictated b" the seriousness of the situation.

SUMMA R

Since Pres.ident Carter decreed vita. U.S. interests, in

the Pers. iar Gu I+, U.S. efforts to forward I ccate U.S. bi. _.es

i in the regi or, have beer, most 1 > ursuccesstuI. 1 Pol t i cal

even t- hae, rot occurred i n th' s seem i rig vacuum that have

acted to tre detr irrient to U.S. interests. In the absence

then, of any pol i t; c l even t that ser i ousl threatens U. S.

r ter es t s a _nd. 'or t hose of our fr i ends i ri the Pers i ar Gu If

remq cr U.S. poli c-. shou d I be to ma i n ta i n di al og-e .3r, .

nego t I.t i or S +Or p c -s i bl e future for-vard bas i ng I r the .r-ea

s hor t of cornce.-s, or, s to perma.ner t 1 >. i n tr oduce force--. -U Oe

m. I i t ar:, t i es hatve been and v i 1 1 con t inue to be s tren gthened

-:" .jcint e er c ise- and si milar bilateral/.multi-la.tera

ri 1 i t.a.r., conta., ts.

Al 1 these act ions. give r ecogni tion to the lack of c ornrnCri

and ne.ar-term threa t to the I ., and states in the Per..-ian

Gulf. If arn e,.ent so significent should occur that

tran=cends these differences., the rrt,.tter o-c forwv.ro ba ng

will be a moot one and base rights vwill be given. In the

meantime, . decision to do nothing is probably the best

course of action.
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